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Between 1970 and 2010 global resource use has grown from 23.7 to
70.1 billion tonnes, driven by population and economic growth and
changing consumption patterns (UNEP, 2016). The trend of accelerating
natural resource exploitation, and simultaneously waste generation, is
forecasted to continue (UNEP and ISWA, 2015; UN, 2018). Current
global resource use, waste disposal and emissions led to critical levels
of climate change and environmental degradation (IPCC, 2014; IRP,
2019; IPBES, 2019). For example, the extractive industries are responsi-
ble for half of global carbon emissions, resource extraction and process-
ing resulted in 90% loss of biodiversity and water stress with more
dangerous levels of impact on climate and natural life support systems
than previously thought (IRP, 2019). Environmental decline driven by
unsustainable resource management adversely impacts basic human
rights such as the rights to life, food, water, self-determination and a
safe, healthy and ecologically balanced environment while putting the
stability of economies at risk (Rockström et al., 2009; UNEP, 2015;
Raworth, 2017).
The circular economy has been proposed as a solution to minimise
raw material input and waste generation. Circular economy is an
umbrella-term for a wealth of ideas, contributing to its pluralist defini-
tion (Kirchherr et al., 2017), introduced herewith thewords of the lead-
ing Ellen MacArthur Foundation (2017): “Looking beyond the current
‘take, make and dispose’ extractive industrial model, the circular economy
is restorative and regenerative by design. Relying on system-wide innova-
tion, it aims to redefine products and services to design waste out, while
minimising negative impacts”. The preservation of technical, functional
value (Iacovidou et al., 2017) ofmaterials and products could be consid-
ered as an engine for the creation of economic, social and environmental
net-benefits (Velenturf and Jopson, 2019).
Circular economy, however, is still an emerging subject area and
while the potential of greater resource circularity to contribute to sus-
tainable development has been widely recognised, the relations be-
tween the concepts of sustainability and circular economy, practical
implementation and quantitative evidence of beneficial effects of circu-
lar economy practices on the triple bottom line in the economic, envi-
ronmental and particularly the social domains are underexplored
(D'Amato et al., 2017; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; Koumparou, 2017;
Velenturf and Purnell, 2017; Haas, 2019; Millar et al., 2019). The imple-
mentation of a circular economy encounters the biophysical limitations
of circularity such as high energy requirements of resource recovery and
resource quality losses (Brown and Buranakarn, 2003; Castro et al.,
2007), continued demand for virgin resource extraction (UN, 2018),
and resources containing organic and inorganic elements by nature or
design. This article discusses these biophysical constraints (Sections
2–3) and endeavours to redefine the theoretical boundaries of a circular
economy, the relation to the environment, and how resources can circu-
late within society and the environment (Section 4). The new perspec-
tive reshapes the conceptual space within which solutions for the
transition towards a circular economy are developed and implemented,
to enable effective technologies, business models and policies
(Section 5).1 “Organic” means minimally-processed materials of biological origin that can be
recirculated within the environment via naturally-occurring geo-biological processes
within reasonable timescales, whereas “inorganic” means technical materials normally
derived from mineral or petro-chemical sources and processed such that their recircula-
tion within the environment is slow and potentially damaging to ecosystem services. By
this definition, for example, polymers and hydrocarbon solvents (considered chemically
as organic materials) would be considered inorganic.2. Biological and technical flows
Current views on circular economy are shaped by the Ellen
MacArthur Foundation's butterfly diagram, which separates ‘biological’
and ‘technical’ materials flows (EMF, 2017). ‘Technical’ materials are fi-
nite materials, used in a closed loop system through sharing, maintain-
ing, reusing, remanufacturing, and recycling of products. Conversely,
biological materials are renewable and organised in an open loop sys-
temof resources cascading through subsequent steps of extraction, pro-
duction of bio-based materials, energy recovery, and returning
nutrients to the biosphere to feed the next cycle of primary produce.This diagram has grasped the imagination of people in business and
political circles alike, helping to put circular economy firmly on the
agenda (UN Global Compact and Accenture, 2014; EU, 2015). It has in-
fluenced strategies and structures for funding and investment, e.g. the
EU Circular Economy Package (2015) building on EMF (2015). The di-
rect depiction of its biological wing for the bioeconomy by Carrez and
van Leeuwen (2016) informed the position of the Bio-Based Industries
Consortium (2015) in response to the EU Circular Economy package.
The diagram suggests the belief of a perfect natural environment
where waste does not exist (biological wing) and that people are sepa-
rate from nature and live in a wasteful technosphere (technical wing);
rather than fully embracing the notion of ecosystem stewardship in
which people are an integral part of the environment (Velenturf and
Purnell, 2017).
Aside from the question whether people are part of nature or not
(Schouten, 2007), there are various issues with the diagram. A fully
closed loop economy is unlikely due to unavoidable losses of material
quality in consecutive cycles and the energy requirements of resource
recovery processes (Brown and Buranakarn, 2003; Castro et al., 2007).
Circulating more materials within the economy will cost more energy
input and a balance must be struck or else, at a whole system-level,
net-negative impacts on the environment will accrue. Moreover, signif-
icant natural reserves are forecasted to be exploited for the growing
global economy (UN, 2018; EU, 2015), including those required for sus-
tainable developments such as renewable energy which are considered
a core building block of a circular economy (Vidal et al., 2013; EMF,
2017; EU, 2018). For example, the manufacturing of electric vehicles
and wind turbines requires a step-change in the supply of rare-earth
metals such as neodymium (Dawson et al., 2014; EU, 2018; Fishman
and Graedel, 2019). Brushing aside these forecasts of accelerating natu-
ral resource exploitation even within a circular economy, the extractive
sectors and initial processing of materials are largely excluded from the
butterfly diagram (Velenturf et al., 2019). These sectors are the largest
waste producers and energy-consumers in the production-
consumption system (Haas et al., 2015; Circle Economy, 2019) and cir-
cular economy thinking could offer significant benefits here tominimise
oft-neglected environmental and social externalities. Rare-earth min-
ing, for example, causes poorly quantified environmental and social im-
pacts (McLellan et al., 2014). Finally,materials tend to beheterogeneous
when extracted from the environment and/or transformed during pro-
duction, consumption, and disposal i.e. materials and products are usu-
ally made of more than one type of resource; this article will delve
further into this observation.
3. Organic and inorganic elements are integrated in resources
Large proportions of material flows contain composites and mix-
tures of organic (such as agricultural produce) and inorganic (such as
metals) elements1 that are technically difficult and costly to separate.
Composites andmixtures occur in the environment naturally, for exam-
ple in the form of most sedimentary rocks (conglomerate and aggre-
gate), mineral and metal ores, soils and living organisms. Materials
can also be designed, consciously or subconsciously, to become inte-
grated during extraction, production, consumption and disposal. Exam-
ples are acid/metalmine drainage, preciousmetal wastes (e.g. road dust
and furnace linings), steel slag, car components, paint, sewage water
and bioenergy residues (e.g. ashes and digestate).
The butterfly diagram is based on cradle-to-cradle thinking by
Braungart and McDonough (2009). They distinguished biological and
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sphere and the technosphere (system of industrial processes) respec-
tively. Biologically available nutrients can be organic or inorganic and
are described as materials or products “designed to return to the biologi-
cal cycle by being consumed by micro-organisms in the soil and by other
animals” (p. 105, Braungart andMcDonough, 2009). Technical nutrients
are designed to staywithin the technosphere only, but there is “a confu-
sion of flows” inwhichmaterials that can be harmful to the environment
(e.g.metal andmineral-based products) enter organicmatter andwater
flows. Despite this, Braungart and McDonough argue to strive to keep
flows separate, as indicated in the butterfly diagram. In this diagram,
the biosphere wing is depicted as the source of organic resources, omit-
ting the role of the biophysical environment in (re-)circulating other
materials that are essential for society (e.g. water, aggregates, minerals,
andmetals). As indicated above, the bioeconomy community continued
to build on this image and adopted the biosphere wing as being the
‘bioeconomy’ part of the circular economy (e.g. Carrez and van
Leeuwen, 2016; Karagouni, 2018). Based on the prevalence of naturally
occurring and designed material composites and mixtures, the consid-
eration of separate flows of organic and inorganic is inappropriate, as
noted by others (e.g. Carus and Dammer, 2018). The initial starting
point of Braungart and McDonough, distinguishing flows of materials
within our industrial system and to and from the wider environment,
may be a more fruitful one to visualise the circular economy anew.Fig. 1. Integrated resource flow diagram for the circular economy (legend: Thick arrows are
prevention by designing out all avoidable wastes, [2] shared consumption, [3] reuse and repair4. A new perspective on circular economy
4.1. Introducing a new diagram
Continuing the line of thought on visualising types of circular
economy that was initiated by others such as Stahel and Reday
(1981), Braungart and McDonough (2009), EMF (2017) and Carus
and Dammer (2018), here a new diagram for a circular economy is
proposed based on integrated materials (consisting of mixed organic
and inorganic materials) flowing through the biophysical environ-
ment and the production-consumption system, thereby revisiting
the relationship with the environment and the theoretical bound-
aries of a circular economy. Note the following aspects of the new
perspective (Fig. 1):
• The production-consumption system that is made and controlled by
people is embedded in the wider biophysical environment that, al-
though not controlled by human activity, may be influenced thereby.
Both production-consumption systems and biophysical environments
form context specific conditions that may vary between different
parts of the world and actions to implement circular economy may
have to be tailored to local conditions (Jensen et al., 2011; Velenturf
and Jensen, 2016; Taddeo et al., 2017) yet optimised from a whole-
system perspective (Millward-Hopkins et al., 2018).natural materials, thin arrows are industrial materials, dotted arrow is immaterial; [1]
, [4] remanufacturing, [5] recycling).
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the uncontrolled environment and turn them into industrialmaterials
(narrow arrows), which are usedwithin the production-consumption
system. The terminology initiated by the cradle-to-cradle philosophy
of biological and technical materials is to be replaced by natural and
industrial materials:
o Industrial materials are transformed in the production-consumption
system and would ideally be engineered in ways such that if their
useful life is over they can be reintegrated via natural processes
and without negative environmental consequences into the uncon-
trolled biophysical environment.
o Naturalmaterials reside in thewider biophysical environment that is
not directly controlled by people, they may be of natural or
engineered origin and take part in naturally occurring geological,
chemical and biological processes without causing environmental
harm.
o Natural and industrialmaterials can include organic or inorganicma-
terials or, more likely, a mix thereof (as discussed in Section 3).
• Ideally, production-consumption systems would be designed with a
sustainable circular economy in mind, thereby prioritising the crucial
design stage of products. Arguably, it is the design that determines
80% of environmental impacts and benefits of products in their entire
lifecycle (Aldersgate Group, 2017). It is at this stage that avoidable
wastes can be designed out of the economy (Iacovidou et al., 2018).
Design is [1] in Fig. 1, followed by promoting shared consumption
[2], reuse and repair [3], remanufacturing [4] and recycling [5]. This
will increase resource productivity per functional unit and could sup-
port the generation of net-positive environmental and social impacts
through resource use.
• Products and/or materials that cannot be recycled at end-of-use
within the production-consumption system, for example due to a
lack of suitable waste management infrastructure (Purnell, 2017),
should be redesigned to eradicate all avoidable waste (Walport and
Boyd, 2017); for the time that such materials and products do persist,
energy recovery or storage in a controlled environment have to be
considered.
• Products andmaterials that are already, and in the future may have to
be, stored in a controlled environment can be subjected to resource
recovery solutions that are engineered to mimic and accelerate pro-
cesses found in natural systems to recover materials and leave no
other materials than those that can be used by industry and/or safely
returned to the uncontrolled biophysical environment (examples of
such resource recovery systems are described in Section 5).
• Uncontrolled leakage of industrial materials into the environment in
the form of pollution (from litter to run-off of liquids and other emis-
sions) should bemanaged holistically and stoppedwhen possible. De-
signing environmentally damaging leakage out of the system is
challenging and costly but technically practicable in new build infra-
structure (EU, 2015b), especially when combinedwith a better design
of the production-consumption system and the materials, products
and processes therein.
• Industrial materials that are no longer required for production should
be safely returned to the biophysical environment that is not directly
controlled by human activity (grey area in Fig. 1), surrenderingmate-
rials to natural geological, chemical and biological processes and
reintegrating them into natural capital reserves that can feed future
production-consumption cycles.
4.2. The new perspective in action: an example from the steel industry
This section demonstrates how a material could flow through the
lifecycle stages included in Fig. 1with an example from the steel industry.
Iron ore, a natural material, is extracted from natural reserves and turned
into iron, an industrial material, and crosses the boundary from thebiophysical environment and enters the production-consumption system
(in Fig. 1 flowing from natural reserves to take). Low grade iron ores and
mining wastes could be subjected to bio-mining technologies to recover
metals such as cobalt, copper and zinc (Falagan et al., 2017); such opera-
tions should be planned in balance with the ecological, geological, educa-
tional and cultural values of former mining sites (Sinnett, 2019). Early
results show that stimulating indigenous iron-reducing microbial com-
munities combined with leaching technologies has potential to recover
zinc and copper while reducing pollution (Roberts et al., 2017). This
would create a reciprocal step between take and dispose, and could even-
tually result in safely surrendering remaining materials, such as soils, to
natural biogeochemical processes (as indicated in Fig. 1).
Iron is transformed into various types of steel and steel products such
as towers for wind turbines (from take to make), and in this step wastes
and by-products are produced. For example, dust collected in air pollution
control systems, i.e. preventing leakage of environmentally damaging
substances into the air, could be treated with electro-kinetic processes
to recovermaterials such as zinc and lead (Peppicelli et al., 2018) andpos-
sibly make recycling of iron back into steel making processes possible
(Sapsford et al., 2017) – enabling flows from dispose back to take and
make. Blast furnace slag (iron slag) is a by-product used as aggregatema-
terial in for example road surfaces and concrete building materials, mov-
ing frommake to use in Fig. 1, resulting in carbon and cost savings across
industries (Deutz et al., 2017; Millward-Hopkins et al., 2018). Basic oxy-
gen furnace slag (steel slag), on the other hand, is considered a waste
that legally has to be stored ca. sixmonths forweathering aheadof further
processing (Deutz et al., 2017) and, moving from dispose to store in the
diagram, is kept in bulk volumes in industrial landfillswhere it can impact
on the surrounding aqueous environment for 50–80 years and possibly
longer due to leakage (Riley and Mayes, 2015). However, steel slag can
be a source of materials that are critical for low-carbon technologies and
infrastructure (Marshall et al., 2018a). For example, rather than allowing
a substance like vanadium to dissipate into the environment (Hobson
et al., 2017), it could be recovered with the use of organic matter e.g.
from municipal solid waste, bioleaching, and ion exchange resins
(Gomes et al., 2017, 2018) and subsequently used for the production of
light-weight steel used in wind turbine towers and electric vehicles or
in the next generation of energy storage technologies (Deutz et al.,
2017)– enabling a partialflow fromstore to take andmake, and returning
the remainder to the environment in the form of remediated soils. A
country like the UK with ambitious plans for clean low-carbon growth
could potentially source the majority of the critical material vanadium
that it requires from steel slag stored in legacy industrial landfills
(Marshall et al., 2018a, 2018b; BEIS Clean Growth Strategy, EU, 2018),
with the added environmental benefits of limiting pollution and enabling
atmospheric carbon sequestration – limiting and reversing leakage re-
spectively (Mayes et al., 2018).
Demand for steel in the renewable energy sector is forecasted to
grow exponentially. Globally, solar and wind power are expected to
grow from ca. 400 TWh in 2012 to 25,000 TWh in 2050, accompanied
with a demand of 3200 million tonnes of steel (Vidal et al., 2013).
Given the anticipated net-growth of the renewable energy sector, it is
unlikely that circular economy approaches such as reuse,
remanufacturing and recycling can initially curb demand for input of
materials from outside the sector for the foreseeable future (Dominish
et al., 2019), although steel from other sectors such as oil & gas plat-
forms could possibly be recycled for the manufacturing of renewables
infrastructure. Renewable energy infrastructure, nevertheless, should
be ‘designed for circularity’. For example, a wind turbine tower should
be designed for durability, balanced with design that enables repair,
reuse, remanufacturing and recycling (Purnell et al., 2018).
5. Benefits of the integrated materials perspective
The integrated perspective on materials (Fig. 1) creates a new con-
ceptual space for the development and implementation of effective
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economy.
The multicomponent nature of current waste materials (organic/in-
organic) requires new resource recovery systems, ideally targeting sev-
eral components to avoid value dissipation. Also, they should be
associated with low and efficient energy inputs. This is a direct require-
ment for achieving an affordable price in the process of recovering ma-
terials, sometimes occurring in low concentrations (e.g. Cu in bioenergy
residues), from complex tightly boundmatriceswhich currently require
high energy input. Technologies that can recover organic and inorganic
fractions simultaneously through systems that aim for zero waste resi-
due and that require low external energy input are under development,
such as:
• Microbial electrochemical systems, which can be made from ‘waste’
materials themselves, to recover organic compounds, metals,
chemicals and clean water (Sadhukhan et al., 2016; Christgen et al.,
2015).
• Biorefineries that incorporate microbially-mediated metal recovery
approaches to produce new catalysts from liquid wastes, for the pro-
duction of liquid and gaseous fuels in addition to generating electricity
from bio-hydrogen via fuel cell catalysts (Macaskie et al., 2017;
Murray et al., 2017).
• As discussed in Section 4.2, vanadium recovery from steel slag and red
mud leachates using ion exchange resins (Gomes et al., 2016, 2017),
and metal recovery from steel slag using bioleaching (Gomes et al.,
2018).
• In-situ resource recovery from mining and other industrial wastes
through increased microbial activity and the use of engineered nano-
particles for the targetedmobilisation ofmetals (such as copper, arse-
nic, iron, and lead), thereby simultaneously cleaning soils and water
flows (Sapsford et al., 2017; Crane and Sapsford, 2018).
• Bioenergy generation from anaerobic digestion and thermal transfor-
mation yield by-products (digestate and biomass ash), which present
essential components for the plant-soil system functioning (e.g. N, P,
organic matter). These residues can be used to prepare blends for ap-
plication to land as fertiliser and/or soil improver (Riding et al., 2015;
Semple et al., 2017).
New resource recovery systemsmust be accompanied by innovative
businessmodels that enable the creation, supply and capturing of values
from circular supply chains. Circular business models (CBMs) are a rap-
idly developing subject area with several research gaps including CBMs
for companies active in primary sectors and early stages of materials
(re)processing, and tools and approaches for the increasing inclusion
of multi-dimensional values across environmental, social, technical
and economic domains into business models (Bocken et al., 2014;
Bocken and Van Bogaert, 2016; Iacovidou et al., 2017; Agrimax, 2017).
One recurring issue in the up-scaling of new resource recovery technol-
ogies is the commercial viability (Pant et al., 2011; Bajracharya et al.,
2016; Gomes et al., 2019). This is often because the assessment of
commercialisation-potential hinges on the sales of one or few of the re-
covered materials (e.g. a metal), rather than considering the full range
of recovered materials (e.g. including cleaned aggregate/soil) as well
as the additional social and environmental values that are created (e.g.
including reduced pollution, carbon capture and amenity value of
remediated land). New approaches are required to identify and incor-
porate such values into CBMs. This has to be supported by an under-
standing of how environmental, social, economic and technical values
are created, transformed, preserved and lost throughout supply chains
such as analysed by the Complex Value Optimisation for Resource Re-
covery approach (Iacovidou et al., 2017). This approach might be suit-
able to formulate and update CBMs (Agrimax, 2017), as well as for the
development of policies (Marshall et al., 2018a, 2018b).
Implementing a circular economy drives change in diverse areas of
government, such as environment, industrial strategy, economicgrowth, infrastructure, communities, international trade and defence.
A major challenge in realising circular practices is the limited coordina-
tion and policy integration between government departments and their
policies and regulations (Velenturf et al., 2018) resulting in, for example,
missed opportunities in terms of low-carbon growth through greater
resource efficiency (Green Alliance, 2018). Additionally, it is common
governance practice to steer by material type and/or sector, with or-
ganic resources being covered by a separate bioeconomy strategy and
each energy intensive sector having its own decarbonisation and re-
source efficiency plan by one department, resource strategy and food
waste and plastics being singled out as priority issues by another de-
partment, etc. (BEIS, 2017; BEIS, 2018; DEFRA, 2018). Supply chains in
a circular economy connect different sectors and an additional inter-
sectoral strategy and business support programme, recognising that re-
sources can be mixed and flow between sectors, would have great po-
tential to accelerate the transition towards greater circularity
(Marshall et al., 2018a, 2018b; Purnell et al., 2019).
6. Conclusion
The proposed diagram (Fig. 1) broadens the scope of the circular
economy and reshapes the conceptual space within which solutions
can be developed for the optimal management of integrated resources
from a whole-system perspective. Circular economy has established it-
self as an academic subject and generated an optimistic wave of action
in government, industry and across society. Concerns are raised, how-
ever, that the outcomes of these actions may not bring the aspired eco-
nomic, social and environmental net-gains. To maintain the positive
momentum, in the immediate future it is important to critically engage
with the ability of circular economy approaches to contribute to sustain-
able development from a position of practical idealism where theory
and implementationmeet. The perspective presented herein offers a re-
alistic outlook on the biophysical limitations of circularity and endeav-
ours to inspire discussion that supports the transition towards a
sustainable circular economy.
Author contributions statement
Article concept, complete draft and finalising (AV), contributions to
technological and material science details and general edits (SA, HG,
BC, ALB, PP).
Declaration of Competing Interest
The authors have no conflicts of interests to declare.
Acknowledgements
The Resource Recovery from Waste programme is convened with
funding from the Natural Environment Research Council, Economic
and Social Research Council and DEFRA via the Complex Value Optimi-
sation for Resource Recovery grant NE/L014149/1. Paul D. Jensen from
the University of Hull and Colin Church from The Institute of Materials,
Mineral and Mining offered valuable comments in the preparation of
this article.
References
Agrimax, 2017. Set up of the cooperative processing business model: proceedings on the
stakeholder workshop on agri-food processing waste sustainable supply chains.
http://agrimax-project.eu/files/2017/05/AgriMAX-Stakeholder-Workshop-Proceed-
ings_final.pdf.
Aldersgate Group, 2017. Amplifying Action on Resource Efficiency. EU edition. http://
www.aldersgategroup.org.uk/asset/562.
Bajracharya, S., Sharma, M., Mohanakrishna, G., Benneton, X.D., Strik, D.P.B.T.B., Sarma,
P.M., Pant, D., 2016. An overview on emerging bioelectrochemical systems (BESs):
technology for sustainable electricity, waste remediation, resource recovery,
968 A.P.M. Velenturf et al. / Science of the Total Environment 689 (2019) 963–969chemical production and beyond. Renew. Energy 98, 153–170. https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0960148116301860?via%3Dihub.
BBI (Bio-Based Industries) Consortium, 2015. https://biconsortium.eu/sites/biconsortium.
eu/files/downloads/Biobased_Industries_position_EU_CircularEconomyPackage_
NOV2015.pdf.
BEIS (Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy), 2017. Industrial
Decarbonisation and Energy Efficiency Action Plans. https://www.gov.uk/govern-
ment/publications/industrial-decarbonisation-and-energy-efficiency-action-plans.
BEIS (Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy), 2018. Growing the
bioeconomy: a national bioeconomy strategy to 2030. https://www.gov.uk/govern-
ment/publications/bioeconomy-strategy-2018-to-2030.
Bocken, N.M.P., Van Bogaert, A., 2016. Sustainable business model innovation for positive
societal and environmental impact. Sustainable Development Research at ICIS: Tak-
ing Stock and Looking Ahead https://cris.maastrichtuniversity.nl/portal/files/
7333267/ICIS_e_book_10.pdf.
Bocken, N.M.P., Short, S.W., Rana, P., Evans, S., 2014. A literature and practice review to
develop sustainable business model archetypes. J. Clean. Prod. 65, 42–56. https://
www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652613008032.
Braungart, M., McDonough, W., 2009. Cradle to Cradle: Re-making the Way We Make
Things. Vintage, London.
Brown, M.T., Buranakarn, V., 2003. Emergy indices and ratios for sustainable material cy-
cles and recycle options. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 38 (1), 1–22. https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921344902000939.
Carrez, D., van Leeuwen, D., 2016. Closing the loop of the circular economy. https://
biconsortium.eu/sites/biconsortium.eu/files/downloads/European_Files_septem-
ber2015_38.pdf.
Carus, M., Dammer, L., 2018. The “circular bioeconomy” – concepts, opportunities and
limitations. Nova paper #9 on bio-based economy 2018-01. http://bio-based.eu/
nova-papers/.
Castro, M.B.G., Remmerswaal, J.A.M., Brezet, J.C., Reuter, M.A., 2007. Exergy losses during
recycling and the resource efficiency of product systems. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 52
(2), 219–233. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921344907000559.
Christgen, B., Scott, K., Dolfing, J., Head, I.M., Curtis, T.P., 2015. An evaluation of the perfor-
mance and economics of membranes and separators in single chamber microbial fuel
cells treating domestic wastewater. PlosOne 10 (8). https://journals.plos.org/
plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0136108.
Circle Economy, 2019. The Circularity Gap report 2019. https://www.circularity-gap.
world/.
Crane, R.J., Sapsford, D.J., 2018. Towards “Precision Mining” of wastewater: selective re-
covery of Cu from acidmine drainage onto diatomite supported nanoscale zerovalent
iron particles. Chemosphere 202, 339–348. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0045653518304508.
D'Amato, D., Droste, N., Allen, B., Kettunen, M., Lahtinen, K., Korhonen, J., Leskinen, P.,
Matthies, B.D., Toppinen, A., 2017. Green, circular, bioeconomy: a comparative analy-
sis of sustainability avenues. J. Clean. Prod. 168, 716–734. https://www.sciencedirect.
com/science/article/pii/S0959652617320425.
Dawson, D., Purnell, P., Roelich, K., Busch, J., Steinberger, J.K., 2014. Low carbon technology
performance vs infrastructure vulnerability: analysis through the local and global
properties space. Environ. Sci. Technol. 48, 12970–12977. https://pubs.acs.org/doi/
pdf/10.1021/es500902b.
DEFRA (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs), 2018. Our waste, our re-
sources: a strategy for England. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/re-
sources-and-waste-strategy-for-england.
Deutz, P., Baxter, H., Gibbs, D., Mayes, W.M., Gomes, H.I., 2017. Resource recovery and re-
mediation of highly alkaline residues: a political-industrial ecology approach to
building a circular economy. Geoforum 85, 336–344. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoforum.2017.03.021.
Dominish, E., Florin, N., Teske, S., 2019. Responsible minerals sourcing for renewable energy.
Report prepared for Earthworks by the Institute for Sustainable Futures, University of
Technology Sydney. https://www.uts.edu.au/sites/default/files/2019-04/ISFEarthworks_
Responsible%20minerals%20sourcing%20for%20renewable%20energy_Report.pdf.
Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2015. Growth within: a circular economy vision for a com-
petitive Europe. https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/pub-
lications/EllenMacArthurFoundation_Growth-Within_July15.pdf.
Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2017. https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-
economy.
EMF (Ellen MacArthur Foundation), 2017. https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/
circular-economy/infographic.
EU, 2015a. Closing the loop - an EU action plan for the Circular Economy. https://eur-lex.
europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0614.
EU, 2015b. EU reference document good practices on leakage management WFD CIS WG
PoM. https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/1ddfba34-e1ce-4888-b031-6c559cb28e47/Good
%20Practices%20on%20Leakage%20Management%20-%20Main%20Report_Final.pdf.
EU, 2018. http://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/raw-materials/specific-interest/critical_en.
Falagan, C., Grail, B.M., Johnson, D.B., 2017. New approaches for extracting and recovering
metals from mine tailings. Miner. Eng. 106, 71–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
mineng.2016.10.008.
Fishman, T., Graedel, T.E., 2019. Impact of the establishment of US offshore wind power
on neodymium flows. Nat. Sustain. 2, 332–338. https://www.nature.com/articles/
s41893-019-0252-z.
Geissdoerfer, M., Savaget, P., Bocken, N.M.P., Hultink, E.J., 2017. The Circular Economy – a
new sustainability paradigm? J. Clean. Prod. 143, 757–768. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2016.12.048.
Gomes, H.I., Jones, A., Rogerson, M., Burke, I.T., Mayes, W.M., 2016. Vanadium removal and
recovery from bauxite residue leachates by ion exchange. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 23
(22), 23034–23042. https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11356-016-7514-3.Gomes, H.I., Jones, A., Rogerson, M., Greenway, G.M., Lisbona, D.F., Burke, I.T., Mayes,
W.M., 2017. Removal and recovery of vanadium from alkaline steel slag leachates
with anion exchange resins. J. Environ. Manag. 187, 384–392. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.10.063.
Gomes, H.I., Funari, V., Mayes, W.M., Rogerson, M., Prior, T.J., 2018. Recovery of Al, Cr and
V from steel slag by bioleaching: batch and column experiments. J. Environ. Manag.
222, 30–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.05.056.
Gomes, et al., 2019. Integrating remediation and resource recovery of industrial alkaline
wastes: case studies of steel and alumina industry residues. In: Macaskie, L.,
Sapsford, D., Mayes, W. (Eds.), Resource Recovery FromWaste: Towards a Global Cir-
cular Economy. Royal Society of Chemistry.
Green Alliance, 2018. Less in, more out: using resource efficiency to cut carbon and ben-
efit the economy. https://www.green-alliance.org.uk/less_in_more_out.php.
Haas, W., 2019. From throwaway society to circular economy: solution or comforting il-
lusion? Europe Nowhttps://www.europenowjournal.org/2019/05/06/from-throw-
away-society-to-circular-economy-solution-or-comforting-illusion/
Haas, W., Krausmann, F., Wiedenhofer, D., Heinz, M., 2015. How circular is the global
economy? An assessment of material flows, waste production, and recycling in the
European Union and the world in 2005. J. Ind. Ecol. 19 (5), 765–777. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jiec.12244.
Hobson, A.J., Stewart, D.I., Bray, W., Mortimer, R.J.G., Mayes, W.M., Rogerson, M., Burke,
I.T., 2017. Mechanism of vanadium leaching during surface weathering of basic oxy-
gen furnace steel slag blocks: a microfocus x-ray absorption spectroscopy and elec-
tron microscopy study. Environ. Sci. Technol. 51 (14), 7823–7830. https://doi.org/
10.1021/acs.est.7b00874.
Iacovidou, E., Millward-Hopkins, J., Busch, J., Purnell, P., Velis, C.A., Hahladakis, J.N.,
Zwirner, O., Brown, A., 2017. A pathway to circular economy: developing a concep-
tual framework for complex value assessment of resources recovered from waste.
J. Clean. Prod. 168, 1279–1288. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.09.002.
Iacovidou, E., Velenturf, A.P.M., Purnell, P., 2018. Quality of resources: a typology for
supporting transitions towards resource efficiency using the single-use plastic bottle
as an example. Sci. Total Environ. 647, 441–448. https://www.sciencedirect.com/sci-
ence/article/pii/S0048969718328389.
IPBES (Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services), 2019. Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services.
IPCC (International Panel on Climate Change), 2014. Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Ad-
aptation, and Vulnerability. Contribution of the Working Group II to the Fifth Assess-
ment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK.
IRP, 2019. Global resources outlook 2019: natural resources for the future we want. In:
Oberle, B., Bringezu, S., Hatfield-Dodds, S., Hellweg, S., Schandl, H., Clement, J.,
Cabernard, L., Che, N., Chen, D., Droz-Georget, H., Ekins, P., Fischer-Kowalski, M.,
Flörke, M., Frank, S., Froemelt, A., Geschke, A., Haupt, M., Havlik, P., Hüfner, R.,
Lenzen, M., Lieber, M., Liu, B., Lu, Y., Lutter, S., Mehr, J., Miatto, A., Newth, D.,
Oberschelp, C., Obersteiner, M., Pfister, S., Piccoli, E., Schaldach, R., Schüngel, J.,
Sonderegger, T., Sudheshwar, A., Tanikawa, H., van der Voet, E., Walker, C., West, J.,
Wang, Z., Zhu, B. (Eds.), A Report of the International Resource Panel. United Nations
Environment Programme, Nairobi, Kenya.
Jensen, P.D., Basson, L., Leach, M.A., 2011. Reinterpreting industrial ecology. J. Ind. Ecol. 15
(5), 680–692. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2011.00377.x.
Karagouni, G., 2018. Circular bioeconomy: do we really need another concept? 11th An-
nual Conference of the Euro Med Academy of Business https://www.researchgate.
net/publication/329702475_CIRCULAR_BIOECONOMY_DO_WE_REALLY_NEED_AN-
OTHER_CONCEPT
Kirchherr, J., Reike, D., Hekkert, M., 2017. Conceptualizing the circular economy: an anal-
ysis of 114 definitions. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 127, 221–232. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005.
Koumparou, D., 2017. Circular economy and social sustainability. https://www.
researchgate.net/profile/Dimitra_Koumparou/publication/326678536_CIRCULAR_
ECONOMY_AND_SOCIAL_SUSTAINABILITY_Proceedings_of_Solid_Waste_Manage-
ment_its_Contribution_to_Circular_Economy_Athens_Greece_December_14_-_15_
2017/links/5b5de9620f7e9bc79a6d4c70/CIRCULAR-ECONOMY-AND-SOCIAL-SUS-
TAINABILITY-Proceedings-of-Solid-Waste-Management-its-Contribution-to-Circu-
lar-Economy-Athens-Greece-December-14-15-2017.pdf.
Macaskie, L.E., Mikheenko, I.P., Omajai, J.B., Stephen, A.J., Wood, J., 2017. Metallic
bionanocatalysts: potential applications as green catalysts and energy materials.
Microb. Biotechnol. 10 (5), 1171–1180. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/
10.1111/1751-7915.12801.
Marshall, R., Velenturf, A., Jopson, J., 2018a. Making the most of industrial wastes:
strengthening resource security of valuable metals for clean growth in the UK. Policy
and practice note. Resource Recovery from Waste. https://
resourcerecoveryfromwaste.files.wordpress.com/2018/05/rrfw_ppn_making-the-
most-of-industrial-wastes_web.pdf.
Marshall, R., Sadhukhan, J., Macaskie, L., Velenturf, A., Jopson, J., 2018b. The organic waste
goldrush: optimising resource recovery from UK biowaste streams. Policy and prac-
tice note. Resource Recovery from Waste https://resourcerecoveryfromwaste.files.
wordpress.com/2018/10/rrfw-ppn-the-organic-waste-gold-rush-web.pdf.
Mayes, W.M., Riley, A.L., Gomes, H.I., Brabham, P., Hamlyn, J., Pullin, H., Renforth, P., 2018.
Atmospheric CO2 sequestration in iron and steel slag: Consett, County Durham,
United Kingdom. Environ. Sci. Technol. 52 (14), 7892–7900. https://doi.org/
10.1021/acs.est.8b01883.
McLellan, B.C., Corder, G.D., Golev, A., Ali, S.H., 2014. Sustainability of the rare earths in-
dustry. Procedia Environ. Sci. 20, 280–287. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S187802961400036X.
Millar, N., McLaughlin, E., Boerger, T., 2019. The circular economy: swings and round-
abouts? Ecol. Econ. 158, 11–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2018.12.012.
969A.P.M. Velenturf et al. / Science of the Total Environment 689 (2019) 963–969Millward-Hopkins, J., Zwirner, O., Purnell, P., Velis, C.A., Iacovidou, E., Brown, A., 2018. Re-
source recovery and low carbon transitions: the hidden impacts of substituting ce-
ment with imported ‘waste’ materials from coal and steel production. Glob.
Environ. Chang. 53, 146–156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.09.003.
Murray, A.J., Zhu, J., Wood, J., Macaskie, L.E., 2017. A novel biorefinery: biorecovery of pre-
cious metals from spent automotive catalyst leachates into new catalysts effective in
metal reduction and in the hydrogenation of 2-pentyne. Miner. Eng. 113, 102–108.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0892687517302194.
Pant, D., Singh, A., Van Bogaert, G., Alvarez Gallego, Y., Diels, L., Vanbroekhoven, K., 2011.
An introduction to the life cycle assessment (LCA) of bioelectrochemical systems
(BES) for sustainable energy and product generation: relevance and key aspects.
Renew. Sust. Energ. Rev. 15 (2), 1305–1313. https://www.sciencedirect.com/sci-
ence/article/pii/S136403211000345X?via%3Dihub.
Peppicelli, C., Cleall, P., Sapsford, D., Harbottle, M., 2018. Changes in metal speciation and
mobility during electrokinetic treatment of industrial wastes: implications for reme-
diation and resource recovery. Sci. Total Environ. 624, 1488–1503. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.12.132.
Purnell, P., 2017. On a voyage of recovery: a review of the UK's resource recovery from
waste infrastructure. Sustain. Resilient Infrastruct. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23789689.2017.1405654.
Purnell, P., Velenturf, A.P.M., Jensen, P.D., Cliffe, N., Jopson, S.J., 2018. Developing technol-
ogy, approaches and business models for decommissioning of low-carbon infrastruc-
ture. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323559685_Developing_
Technology_Approaches_and_Business_Models_for_Decommissioning_of_Low-Car-
bon_Infrastructure.
Purnell, P., Velenturf, A.P.M., Marshall, R., 2019. 16. Building an enabling economic and
governance context for resource recovery. In: Macaskie, L., Sapsford, D., Mayes, W.
(Eds.), Resource Recovery From Waste: Towards a Global Circular Economy. Royal
Society of Chemistry.
Raworth, K., 2017. Doughnut Economics: Seven Ways to Think Like a 21st-century Econ-
omist. Random House Business Books, London.
Riding, M.J., Herbert, B.M.J., Ricketts, L., Dodd, I., Ostle, N., Semple, K.T., 2015. Harmonising
conflicts between science, regulation, perception and environmental impact: the case
of soil conditioners from bioenergy. Environ. Int. 75, 52–67. https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0160412014003195.
Riley, A.L., Mayes, W.M., 2015. Long-term evolution of highly alkaline steel slag drainage
waters. Environ. Monit. Assess. 187 (7), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-015-
4693-1.
Roberts, M., Sapsford, D., Weightman, A., Webster, G., 2017. Changes in metal leachability
through stimulation of Iron reducing communities within waste sludge. Solid State
Phenomena (262, 269–272), 22nd International Biohydrometallurgy Symposium.
Trans Tech Publications https://doi.org/10.4028/www.scientific.net/SSP.262.269.
Rockström, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., Persson, Å., Chapin, F.S.I., Lambin, E., Lenton, T.,
Scheffer, M., Folke, C., Schellnhuber, H.J., et al., 2009. Planetary boundaries: exploring
the safe operating space for humanity. Ecol. Soc. 14 (2), 32. http://archives.pdx.edu/
ds/psu/8946.
Sadhukhan, J., Lloyd, J.R., Scott, K., Premier, G., Yu, E.H., Head, I.M., 2016. A critical review
of integration analysis of microbial electrosynthesis (MES) systems with waste
biorefineries for the production of biofuel and chemical from reuse of CO2. Renew.
Sust. Energ. Rev. 56, 116–132. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S1364032115012678#f0015.
Sapsford, D.J., Cleall, P., Harbottle, M., 2017. In situ resource recovery from waste reposi-
tories: exploring the potential for mobilization and capture of metals fromanthropogenic ores. J. Sustain. Metall. 3 (2), 375–392. https://link.springer.com/arti-
cle/10.1007%2Fs40831-016-0102-4.
Schouten, M.G.C., 2007. Spiegel van de natuur: Het natuurbeeld in cultuurhistorisch
perspectief (Mirroring Nature: Perceptions of Nature From a Cultural Historical Per-
spective). KNNV Uitgeverij, Utrecht.
Semple, K., Lag Brotons, A., Marshall, R., Hurst, L., Herbert, B., 2017. Resource recovery:
linking renewable energy, waste management and sustainable agriculture. Govern-
ment Office for Science Report From Waste to Resource Productivity: Evidence and
Case Studies page 42 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/from-waste-
to-resource-productivity.
Sinnett, D., 2019. Going to waste? The potential impacts on nature conservation and cul-
tural heritage from resource recovery on former mineral extraction sites in England
andWales. J. Environ. Plan. Manag. https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2018.1490701.
Stahel, Walter, Reday, Geneviève, 1981. Jobs for Tomorrow, the Potential for Substituting
Manpower for Energy. Vantage Press, N.Y.
Taddeo, R., Simboli, A., Ioppolo, G., Morgante, A., 2017. Industrial symbiosis, networking
and innovation: the potential role of innovation poles. Sustainability 9 (2), 169.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9020169.
UN, 2018. Handbook on Extractive Industries Taxation.
UN Global Compact and Accenture, 2014. The UN Global Compact-Accenture CEO study
on sustainability 2013. United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). Climate
Change and Human Rights. 2015. Available online. http://www.unep.org/delc/
HumanRightsandTheEnvironment/tabid/54409/Default.aspx.
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 2016. Global material flows and re-
source productivity: assessment report for the UNEP international resource panel.
http://unep.org/documents/irp/16-00169_LW_GlobalMaterialFlowsUNEReport_
FINAL_160701.pdf.
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), International Solid Waste Association
(ISWA, 2015. Global waste management outlook. http://apps.unep.org/publications/
index.php?option=com_pub&task=download&file=011782_en.
Velenturf, A.P.M., Jensen, P.D., 2016. Promoting industrial symbiosis: using the concept of
proximity to explore social network development. J. Ind. Ecol. 20 (4), 700–709.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/jiec.12315.
Velenturf, A.P.M., Jopson, S.J., 2019. Making the business case for resource recovery. Sci.
Total Environ. 648, 1031–1041. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.08.224.
Velenturf, A.P.M., Purnell, P., 2017. Resource recovery from waste: restoring the balance
between resource scarcity and waste overload. Sustainability 9 (9), 1603. http://
www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/9/9/1603.
Velenturf, A.P.M., Purnell, P., Tregent, M., Ferguson, J., Holmes, A., 2018. Co-producing a vi-
sion and approach for the transition towards a circular economy: perspectives from
government partners. Sustainability 10 (5), 1401. http://www.mdpi.com/2071-
1050/10/5/1401.
Velenturf, A.P.M., Purnell, P., Macaskie, L.E., Mayes,W.M., Sapsford, D., 2019. 1. A new per-
spective on a global circular economy. In: Macaskie, L., Sapsford, D., Mayes, W. (Eds.),
Resource Recovery FromWaste: Towards a Global Circular Economy. Royal Society of
Chemistry.
Vidal, O., Goffé, B., Arndt, N., 2013. Metals for a low-carbon society. Nat. Geosci. 6,
894–896.
Walport, M., Boyd, I., 2017. Report of the Government Chief Scientific Adviser 2016, From
Waste to Resource Productivity. The Government Office for Science, London https://
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/667476/from-waste-to-resource-productivity-final-report.pdf.
